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(or the Communist Party of the Proletariat, to use the guage   of   that   period)   and   present-day   Russian Social-Democracy, Here is what Mehring says:
"The Neue Rheinische Zeitung appeared in the political arena as the 'organ of democracy.' The red thread that ran through all its articles is unmistakable. But directly, it championed the interests of the bourgeois revolution against absolutism and feudalism more than the interests of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie. Very little is to be found in its columns about the separate working-class movement during the years of the revolution, although one should not forget that along with it there appeared twice a week, under the editorship of Mdll and Schapper, a special organ of the Cologne Workers' League. At any rate, the present-day reader will be struck by the little attention the Neue Rheinische Zeitung paid to the German working-class movement of itsi day, although its most capable mind, Stephan Born, was a pupil of Marx and Engels in Paris and Brussels and in 1848 was the Berlin correspondent for their newspaper, Born relates in his Memoirs that Marx and Epsgels never expressed a single word in disapproval of his agitation among the workers; nevertheless, it appears probable from subsequent declarations of En-gels' that they were dissatisfied, at least with the methods of this agitation. Their dissatisfaction was justified inasmuch as Bonn was obliged to make many concessions, to the as yet totally undeveloped class consciousness of the proletariat in the greater part of Germany, concessions! which do not stand the test of criticism from the viewpoint of the Communist Manifesto. Their dissatisfaction was unjustified inasmuch as Born> managed nonetheless to maintain the agitation conducted by him on a relatively high plane. ... Without doubt, Marx and Engels were historically and politically right in thinking that the primary interest of the working class was to push the bourgeois revolution forward as far as possible. . . . Nevertheless, a remarkable proof of how the
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